
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Robot Kclncr, Esq. QCT 2 4 2006
Covington& Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR5849
Bank of America Corpontk)

DearMr.Kemer

On October 17, 2006, the Federal Election Commission famd that there is reason to
believe Oat your client, Bank of America Corporation, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441(bXa) and 441f,
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, at amended ("the Act"). These
findings were baaed on information contained in your submission, dated February 26, 2006, and
ascertained by the Comnustton in the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities. See 2 U.S.C. ( 437g(a)(2). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which more fully

fitutingp, i« attached for ymif ttifermaflon

You may submit any Actual or legal msteruu^ thai you beUeve are relevant to the
ion of ̂ * tnattur pimtf mi^fnjt tucfa

Counad^ Office within 15 d^ of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate
should be subnu'ttediinder oath. lathe absence of aMu'onalinfbnnan'ori, the Commission may
find probable cause to believe tint a viohmVm has occurred and proceed wttic

Please note mat you have a legal obUgation to preserve aU documents, recorfc and
materials relating to mis matter until such time as you fire notified that me Commisskmh^
closed its file in mis matter. See 18 UJ5.C. 5 1519.

If you are mterestedm pursuing pre-probable cause
writmg. J!wllCJJL§111.18(d). U^receiirt of the request, te Office of the General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission dtner proposing an agreement in

be
punned. The Office of the General O>nnniayreconimendu^pre^^
conciliation not be entered into at mil time so that it may complete itainv^^
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RobtttKefam.Biq.
tak of America Corpontion

Furte, the OmrniissionwiM rot entertain re^^
briefs on probable came hive been mailed to the respondent

Requests for extendons of time wiUno< be routinerygnBrted. Requests must be made in
writing at least five days prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must be
demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the Genend Counsel o
beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4XB) and
437g(aX12XA), unless you notify the Commission in writing mat you wish the investigation to

O be made public.

^ For your infoimaticm, we have enclosed a brief description of the Q>mmi^
m procedures for handling possible violations of Ae Act. If you have any questions, please contact
rsi Marianne Abery, the staff attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Toner
c Ttmimiifi

Bnclosima
Jr ICailî U aflsttsl ̂ ^BBaU

Procedures



1 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

2 FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

3 RESPONDENT: Bank of America Corporation MUR: 5849

4 L INTRODUCTION

5 This matter originated wima JIM jpoate

6 Coiporation (the "Bank"), on behalf of its wholly owned subsidiary, Bank of America NA. The

fv, 7 Bank adniits reimbursing poUti(^contn1)un'ons totaling

w 8 managers in the Bank's Student Banking and Wholesato landing Divisions from 1999 through

^ 9 mid-2004.
O
0> 10 IL FACTUAL BACKGROUND
fM

11 A. RebnbunedCootribvttoiu From the Student BaaldngDivUioB
12
13 The Bank's Los Angeles-based Student Banking Division employs about 160 individuals

14 for the purpose of providing education financing and other banking services to students. At all

15 times relevant to this matter, the division was managed by Senior Vice President, Kathleen

16 Cannon. Cannon served as the division's senior vice president for twelve of the twenty-nine

17 yean she worked at die Bank, and in that capacity, directly supervised nine managers. It appears

18 that Cannon had significant autonomy in running die division, due in part to frequent turnover

19 among her direct supervisors.

20 According to the juajponto submission, the Bank's intenialm

21 the Bank reimbursed a total of $8,200 mpoti^

22 Student Banking Division. Cannon diivcUyaumorized $7,100 of the reimbursements for

23 managers, who reported directly to her. Two of Camion's subordinate managers who reported

24 ditmerty to rjmnon MiHmnMd tha raimhiirMniMif ftf flvi ratnaining $ 1 ̂ 1 HO for MHitrihnHmi« tnmA^
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Gofpontioo

1 by eniptoyecs who reported directly to them. Specifically, Robert Rubio, Accounts and

2 FYoductUm Support Mnif^,aui^^

3 nude by one of hii employees; and AlccReinstadtler, Sales MaMger, authorized the

4 reimbunement of one $500 contribution made by one of hit employees. The following chart

5 summarizes the details regarding each individual potitical contribution that appears to have been

o ronnouiseo to stuocnt ^sanKmff j Jivjmm persoonel*

rsi
1/1

o
on

Btehr
Rubio
Reinstadtlcr
MiOi
Rcinstadtler
Mills
Bvans
Baehr
AmiUan
Baehr
Mills
Rubio
dine
Boykin
Mffls
Rubio
AiniHan
Boykin
Robertson
dine
Total:

or
CoBtribi
$500
$250
$250
$250
$1.000
$500
$500
$500
$400
$400
$400
$400
$400
$400
$250
$150
$150
$600
itiOO
$300
$8400

CoamnltloB

McKeon
Johnson
Johnson
Johnson

McKeon

McKfion
McKeon
McKeon
McKeon
McKoon

Pomeroy
McKeon

$500
$250
$250
$250
$1.000
$500
$500
$500
$400
$500
$400
$400
$400
$400
$250
$150
$150
$600
$600
$300
$8300*

Report
Date
12/15/99
12/6701
12/14/01
12/19/01
5/6702
10/11/02
10/16/02
1005/02
11/10/03
11/10/03
11/10/03
11/10/03
12/9/03
12/10/03
12/11/03
3/3/04
5/19/04
7/8/04
7/9/04
7/13/04

Aithorizmg
Manager

•T jQffHimi

Cannon

Carmoo

Remstadtler

•I -SHHWI

Cannon
Cannon

Rubio
fl>Min

In an mterview with investigators for the Bank's counsel, Omnon apparently admitted

9 that she soUcited contributions from her subofdmates, instructed mem to subrmt requests fOT

OD Novoober 10.2003. BJMBT WM rakdwned $500 ftr • $400 ootriributkn he imde to McKeon for
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Factual and Lefd Andysii

i, and subsequently approved those requeita. Cannon itated

2 that ifae began thia practice in 1999 after being infbi^^

3 ^IK&" McKeon, that she coukl not use a coipontech^

4 fundniiiiig dinner for McKoon'i pinncipal canipaigncoininhtee^MGKeonforCoiigroM. Aa

5 shown in the chart of contributions, the majority of Canncfl'aftindraisuigefiforta were on behalf

6 of McKeon, Chairman of the Home Committee on Education and the Woikfbrce, which is the

^ 7 authorizing committee fig federal itudent lending legislation. Cannon apparently told
in
<N g inveatigatoii that she uVes in Representative McKeon'sdis^
*T

P 9 approximately 1993. However, she also apparently stated that the was not a McKeon tuppoiter
on
rsj 10 and did not get any persona] benefit out of aofidb^coiitributionanvhiacoinmitlBe.aaaeiting

11 that her sole motivation in sotidtingpoUtic^ contributions was to

12 In her interview, Cannon apparently asserted that she undentood the McKeon

13 committee's admonition against coiponte checks torn

14 Titffd., individual employees could •"•fa* pCTHMal contributions und then obtain leunbunenient

15 from the Bank u a business devetopment expense.3 Therefore, instead of using a Bank check to

16 cover me cost of the table at the McKeon fundraiser as she had planned, Cannon wrote a

lMripMviouifrB»dBtittS250coBiribBto Between 1998 and 2005,

ftpBH th0 But fot My of flflic ooBJiflHitiuui bociUM ihc wu wdl pud ind ihc did sot ̂ mt to

9 ^^ «« ^^^^^•^^^•a ^JJk ^^M^BflflJ^^^^^^ 4k^ B^^bVa O A^^in •• uinvjBw wnn uivHUpmin, UK omK • rAi«
--H,,l«— ,1 BAM .iiMialLnilnma m ---- mM mimimXLH* ----- • ----- J_ «|-_ <• —•-•-- •_ „ ..-fL-.-,. ... «.«•uuuuBu run* BuuHiuuuum mn HI "'irTr1* RD|HOjvav in UK aiYmDn TIB oomcnnco GRIL

i •••UMHMM| HMV s^^BHHBf^iB •̂••Ijik •••i Aft !••••• ••• tfk4M ••MMts^nv 2ft

ante the McKaoa eventt nidi eontribatfont mn not
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1 persoiial check m the amourt of $1,000 to McKeon for ^

2 of her direct reports also niake a persoiialcontriD^ Christian Baehr, Credit

3 Manager of the Student Banking Drviti^

4 him to contribute $500 to the McKeon campaign, which he subsequently did\ and told him that

5 he could expense it Baehr subniitted a request for reimb^

6 Cannon authorized, and the Bank reimbursed Baehr.4

7 The next instance of OmnonwlidtingpotitiG^

8 personnel apparently did not occur until December 2001. At that time, Cannon asked some of

9 her direct report to attend a foxufawer for So In response to Cannon's

10 request, Remstad^er.Riibio and I>m Mills, Manager of Sales ar^

11 each to attend a breatest Fundraiser IcT the Senator. Each submitted a request for

12 reimbunement With Cannon's approval, the Bank issued reimbursements to each manager.

13 In the spring of 2002, Cannon again asked one of her direct reports to make a personal

14 political contribution to McKeon. Reinstsdtler told investigsiofs that CanrKmcaUe^

15 him thai she needed him to tnvel to the IMst^

16 event beneftmgRepresentstive McKeon. Remstadte stated that he wrote a personal check to

17 cover the $1,000 fundraising event AshehsiidVmewithaprevioii8contribiitiori,hesubnutteda

18 raqiMrtteniinbunĉ

19

TaeBsakadaMli last it idnsjunsd each oftfaepolittedcoBtribqrtooiitiMuemtMiiMder. WUlete;
IsdOOpJMOfdHT
t ftv tfwif potticBl
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1 On October 18,2002, Baehr and Mills, along wimKeaiiettETO*, We* Regwnal Sales

2 MsMgerferStDdertBoi^

3 ttefyqjpoiite submission each submit Camim authorized

4 Baehr's and Mills'sreqiiests,ajid Evans's leoiiertw^

5 Rdnatadtkr. Evans told Bank investigators that Cannon instructed him to categorize the
in
qr 6 coitfribiiticfl on his expense report M a "c^^ Camion admitted to
hs
OJ 7 mvestigaton that she usualrytoU her direct reporto how to e^

^r 8 checks.
*r
O 9 In 2003, Cannon began soliciting contributions via e-mail The first of these e-mails,
on
" 10 dated Noveote 3,2003, ccrtiM

11 to eî iteen Bank employees, including seven of Cannon's direct reports. Cannon staled mat she

12 Magreed, once agarn to purchase a tablen for McK^

13 join her. ta response to an e-inaU query famdirert

14 and Audit Support, about the coat of attending, Cartrumshnply stated, *>m can e^ In

15 addition to Ainilian, five other direct reports es^(xmtributed$4(X) to McKera for Qmgress:

16 Baehr, Mills, Rubio, Dee Ome, Strategic mitiativesl^^

17 t AMI rvigmariftn, T/WI gnrpnrtl v«ieg of Aa rnainmgr Bach submitted a request for

18 raJmbursement of mcir raipe^ve contribution and^wh^

19 rembuisedallBrxcoiimlnmons.
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1 Cannon made a veibalaolititatkm to political co^

2 December2003. Reinstadtler and Mills tokiinvestigatonti^

3 December 2003 Ctasumer Banking Asaotian\mc^^

4 fhemtocootrilmtetoEariPoaieroyfbrCoagress. Each contacted $250 to the coimmttee, but

5 only Milli requeued and received, with Cannon's authorization, reimbursement for this

*6 contribution.'

7 On Febniay 20,2(X)4,Cmixmiem eight of her direct repoitt

8 contribution! via e-mail with the subject headmg *^Keon Fundrauer" T

9 peitinent part, MI need two checks to tMcKeoiifiiiid^

10 write before). IwiUshowyouhowtoexpeoseitso)fouwiUDOtbeoutofpocketn Rubiotnd

11 Aimlianomtributed $150 to NfcKeoii to Congress in re^^ Eachreqoested

12 rembunemem and tiie Bank remibuisedbo^con^

13 On June 11,2004, Cannon issued another e-maUsoticttatic*™

14 Bo>tintCu^ Evans, Mills, Riibio(snd Bob KoUc^Poitfiblw

15 "rf^wn other Student Banking Division employees to a July 9,2004 fundraising ̂ ""MT to

16 benefit Representative McKeon. After providing detaib regarding the event, tiiee-niail states m

17 pertinent part ̂ tjhetidcets can not be expensed as it is a contribute Cannon was asked to

18 explain this statement, given that it appeared to directly contradict her assunnce in the Fdmiary

19 20,2004 e-mail that she would show those who contributed "how to expense it" Cannon stated

20 that the Jimell,20Me-maa referr^

A_fJ X§WMM^JMA^MH fllkMfr l|g| iKtfl MM^ BfldMHto • VMfaadMSfl^MHIMMI^ fftftfMlSlStf Atf fta4sl MflMtftfiMl JMMBiaAlB^itfMB
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1 Le. mat the bank could not write the original check. Omion also offered that the Student

2 Banting Divudon frequently "exr^^

3 It ai>pears that Omc, Mills awl Riibioea^

4 response to Gmnoa'i solicitation of June 11.7 Cline'i contribution was reimbursed, but neither

5 Mills TOT Riibio requested reinibur^^ Clineappirentlytoki
K
^ 6 investigators that Canon telephoned her to follow up on the June II01 e-mail soUcitation. Clme
K

™ 7 aaierU that, during thucxmvenation, Cannon pr^^
<N
<7 8 office rniil, adding that Cline could Moq>ense it" CUM says ihe stated,'InitthBt'i not what your
^
O 9 e-mail says.** According to Cline, Cannon icsponded mat she should ̂ ust write D^ check,

10 you're going to expense h." Gmesiibseqiientlycontn1)iited$3(X)toMcKeonforCo^^

11 submitted a request for remibiirsement of the conti^

12 Oarmon a approval.

13 Boykiii,who<u'dTOtreidtheJiiriell*e

14 contributed $600 to the McKeon for Congress committee m response to a verbal soUctt^^

15 Cannon.9 Boykmsubimtted a request for reimbunemer^

16 which the Bank reimbursed with Cannon's authorization.

1'sSOO
LonflMMmed*e,Septeote 1,2004. &tcfa«t«iprap.5. Rnbfodinct report DikRobertBoa'i $600

ofhkooobftatioa.

u hsr lUBBonaoBSflt foojasit BKB\ COBS wwte that snOBMiost AcvBCHptlor niBBiiptBMi wUchili8

II& i



MUR5849 g
; of Anaiics Copontton

1 Although Mills and Rnm\> each contnlx^

2 danoa'f June 11,2004 e-mail wticttrioa, each stated that t^

3 concerns regarding the propriety of the pnndce and, therefoit, did not request that these

4 coitoTjutioos be reimbursed. Mills told investigaton mat he was first alerted to the possible

5 illegaUty of the practice when he read sIX»ANOfiLBS TIMES arti^
co
«r 6 local employer who coerced his employees into tnaking contributions. Although the article did
N,
^ 7 not ̂ imfff me raimbunement of contributions directly, Mills stated it ipwfft him think mere was

^ 8 •nrnaflii^g wmng wifii ma BahnhuTMtngnt pneam.

*T
O 9 RubiotoUinvestigaton that he started havi^
on
^ 10 Bankieimbinememtocontnlxitionsslsoniepom^

11 e-mail soh^tan'onfixim Cannon. Rubio was unable to articulate exactly what caused him to have

12 these doubts, but they were apparently serious enough to prevent m^ from seeking

13 iemibiBsementfbrhis$300contiib^

14 Despite his doubts about the practice, Rubio aumorized the rehnbuiaenient of A $600

15 contribution to McKeon for Omgrassmac> by his direct

16 Technology Manager.10 According to investigators, Riibio authorized

17 aeemgCannon's June 11,2004 e-mail solicitation. Rubio was unable totellmvestigatorsexactly

IS why lia •pprpvijd tirim Trnnburmetnent anil matead pmviH«fl than with varying gngplanafininf^

19 althtm^h appears that he sttempted to shm the bl^ At first, Rubio said he

20 omldnotrecaUmedrcunistancessunoiindm^

21 Robertson. He thm told investigator that dthoiigh he had

•W ^Pa^^^^K J^ .̂̂
IBTIITIf •?

OsflBon's June 11,2004 e-nsiL
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1 assumed she had vetted aid approved the request Rubio also contended that Robertson toU him

2 that Cannon "instnicted Robertson to have to

3 because Cannon approved the reunbuncnienti it "wasn't his decision.**

4 On July 8, 2005, Omncmsem a fourth and final e^^

5 Baehr, Ctine, Mills and Robertson soliciting contributions for a McKeonfondndserbeii^

J£ 6 onJuly9.200S. Cannon statea in the e-mail, T would ask etch of you to write a check for $250

rvj 7 and then expense it as business development I have a receipt for each of you to use in your
in
(N g expenses. Thanks- 1 will not mail the cheek until you get reimbursed.**
*r
P 9 Immediately after receiving Cannon's J^
on
rsj 10 Camx>n regarding the legatity of obtaining rcim^^ Boykin

11 told investigatorB mat she had just completed the Bank's new on-line ethics trainii^

12 result, claims that she learned for the first time that u^^

13 was^wrong.**11 Boykin stated that she entered (^mnon's office and gave Cannon her

14 contribution check. According to Boykin, whm Cannon asked whemerste

15 reimbuned, Boykin responded that reimb

16 emka training. Unyirin mid thiit r*«uum innimH up it hfr mvl tflM, **nh - K taww -" Boykm

17 mkffd 0*""°" ̂ »fcy "h^ told l»gf to expep*^ tf^ff contribution •"^ Cgnnnin did not respond.

1,

awi itsi nf^Bs^HBiH- Tlssi MMIC MiJfiM
taM^BMiAtf •SHMWteftfflw •BBMVSMBB^BSMl iflaSl ts^BUvlsHBS^ DsBMsUlMV SMSJBMlffMSSlSiBl ^M jlsflMSVSISi a^WsMiMM'fl MSfBCiAiMSl tftsTsMttlfV*IMBASV VMlUfMtAl
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1 AcccidingtothejiMjrpofifesubiiiiiw

2 reimbuiiementifiom the Bank w« improper or A/.

3 Camion received wvenlchecki in response to her July 8th e-mail, inchiding Boron's

4 and one from Dee Ctine. However, before Camon delivered any of the checks to McKeon for

5 Congress, the Bank commenced its mteroal investigation. Even though Cline's check was never
o
m 6 deUvered to McKeon for Qmgrets, she requested, aiidrec^
f*s

^ 7 contribution check, with Cannon's authorization.

*r 8 B. The WhotesakLcBding Division
? 9
^ 10 As previously discussed, the Bank's internal mvestLgation attempted to detennine
<N

11 whether the pattern of rehnbursemeots extended b«yond the Student Banku^ Asa

12 result of these efforts, the Bank discovered

13 by i>ersoniidm the Wholesale Undin^ Specifically, In

14 addition, Wayne Roltzen, Senior Vice President and Private CUent Advisor, authorized the

15 remibinienientofasmglepotiticalcoiitribu^ In addition,

16 Edward Kahish, Manager for National Wholesale Production, au^

17 rMtiti(rtamtributmmafebyrn'sa^

18 Wholesale Lending. Brown, m turn, authorized the reimbuneniem of poUtical contributions

19 made by two of her direct reports. Hie following chut summarizes the details regarding each

20 individual political

u t she told asvsnl other Cnoon dtaect report^ iacludiagMmiaiidRdbvttoa,

tfnt Boykat teported Gaaoea sayta| aoaHUBt aloog the Unas of - **w« wont get cwghL"
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rsj 4 reim

5 coot
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•1 art Legal Ami

libation that ap

Hamil
Brown
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Bettis
Total:

•mon
yrii

Amout
Of
Coatri-
batloB
$250
$500
$250
$80
$250
$500
$1̂ 30

!±t
Grassley
DFWAMBPAC
DFWAMBPAC
EftTWAMBPAC
TAMBPAC
TAMBPAC

ibuned within t

ributed $250 to

M^fM^MM «*rii«0 SJUlni n iriauvu v* nv

7 invitation to a recep

9 As the chart

10 Dolitical action con

he Wholes!̂  T Mirfniff niviiinm

Senator Cb

mil's supen

itionforthe

he expense

•hows, the

mittees.mc

uckGnssley. The]

dsor t Wayne Rottza

Senator nut took pi

in (fiiii nwirf M ttnu

o Wholesale Lending Division personneL

Amout of
lUtadrane-

$250
$500
$250
$80
$250
$500
$1,830

ifbnnsnon relat

. Former empk

FMnk rambuniD

n. Attached to!

ace in West De

EflMBM

Data

9/5/03
4/12/04
5/17/04
5/17/04
KV7/04
9/16704

Ing to the f

)yeeBrsndi

I DllaT OOflEf

Ffmnil'c ««„

Aiffeflfftataf
Maaaaer

Roltzen
Kaluah
Brown
Brown
Brown
Brown

rat contribiinoi

m Hamil

Oration with the

*—»m-. n * :• •

i Moines on June 7, 2003.

mi««* "

I

J

n

majority of niese contributions were made to two industry

Dallas/Ft. Worth Association of Mortage Broken? AC

11 (^FWAMBPAC^aol the Texas AwociatiOT of Mortgage Broken PAC(^^^

12 to one candidate, Senator Charles Grsssley. Brown and her direct report Kent Fitzgerald, a

13 sdeaoun in the Wholesale LendmgDiviskH^

14 amoimt of $500 and $250, respectively, to participate in a gotfto^

15 uapartoftheassodatkm's20(Mamiualcoiiference. FitzgenuVi paid an additional $80 to attend

16 a hofsenKe that was a r^ of the aame conference. Fitzgerald and Rusty Bettia, another

17 salesman in OMWliolcsatel^ndiiiglMvufloi^



MUR5S49 12

1 amount of $250 md $500, mpectivdy, to

2 PACtitp^of^t«ocirtioo>i2004iiinujdconfcr»^ Brown, Fitzgerald and Bettis each

3 recpestedremiburseiiientoftheM Brown's $500 political

4 contalnitionwuieiinbunedb^

5 Kalush.13 Fitzgerald's and Bettis'i contributions to DFWAMBPAC and TAMBPAC wore

i~ 6 refanbunod by the Bank with Brown's authorization.
hs
rvj 7 Brown. Fitzgerald and Beta's each stated that they considered these everts as purely ctient
in
2J 8 entBrtaimnattandnotnindndaenibrtfiespons^
*arQ 9 event mvitations and other materials produced by the Bank indicate that the events were PAC
on
n 10 related, requested payinem with persooal foods and in at lea^

11 cndit card could not be used as payment Blown told investigators that golf events were

12 considered a standard industry method of doing busmess. Additionally, Brown, who had

13 experience with a state PAC through her position on the Board of Directors of a mortgage

14 lending association, stated that white shew

15 not TOT^Mr pfiiotuil fintrlf, ii** undentood thut the PACa fillwTatffd their ^iti<^f jn such a way th*tt

16 payments for these events were not poUtical contributions. Fitzgerald told investigators dot he

17 did not view the events as political and did not understand mat me golf fees were going to

18 poUtical committees. ShmWy.BettUtoMmvestigatont^

19 wusmiply a golf tournament and had no idea the fees were poUu^

20 ftappeantiiatthemomdiialeBiroloyeeBr^

21 which involved an opportunity to play golf and one of which mvofredm outing at a racetrack),

22 vohmtarily decided to attend and brmg clients, aiidieojiested that thefr

u Mp^ofitiinvc«if«^
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1 nfanbuncnMot of tho cxpcoio. Indeed, the cufpente reports filed by Brown, FitzgBfiM and Bettia

2 indicate that they hosted industry ctierts at each o^ According to the JIM jponte

3 submission, ss witfa other fonns of client entertainment, reimbursements for golf sad other

4 outiiigB were routmdy requested ari

5 msiketing budget
___

Ul

rsj 7 The Bank admits that through the actions of the officers and managen identified in this
ut
^ 8 report, it made prohibited corporate and national bank contributions and reimbursed SlO,030m

Q 9 poUticdcontnTjutkxisrnsdebythiitem
O)
tM 10 441f. The record in this niatterdemcxistnttes that the Bank's co^

11 routinely s|yproved the reimbunement of (Mt^

12 subordinates. Therefore, the rehnbursement of expenses by the Bank's corporate ofiScers and

13 managers was wiuun the scope of their ernploymentaiiduw Bank can be held Uable to their

14 approval of the reimbursement of illegal expenses, such as political contributions.

15 It it well settled that a principal ishablefor the acts of its agents coimmtted within the

16 acope of his or her employment Weeks v. United States, 2AS US. 61*, 623(191*); Rouse

17 Woodstocklnc, v. Surety Federal Savings A Loan Au'n, 630 F. Supp. 1004, 1010-11 (NJD.m

18 1986). Where a princir^gnmts an agem express or inipUed authority, the p

19 responsible for the agent's actions flisi fiul witiim te aeope of hia authority. SM IFedb at 623;

20 RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF AGENCY { 228(1); see also Rouse Woodstock inc.. 630 F. Supp. at

21 1010-1 1 (principal who places agent in posm'on of authority ncnmally must accept me

22 consequences when the agent abuses that authority). Therefore, it appears tiiattt» Bank violated

23 2 U.S.C IS 441b(t) md 44 1£
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giy,tfaeQ)iiimiitionfindiiqttOPtobdievet^

2 vioUted 2 U .̂C. H 441b(t) and 441£


